Introduction
The proportion of older adults in the United States is now greater than any other recorded time in history. Today, some 15% of Americans, over 46 million people, are aged 65+. By 2060, it is projected that 24% (98 million) of the U.S. population will be 65 or older, with some geographical regions aging even faster (Mather, Jacobsen, & Pollard, 2015; Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Related Statistics, 2016) . The older adult population in the U.S. is also becoming racially and ethnically diverse, with the proportion of nonHispanic Whites projected to drop from 78.3% to 54.6% by 2060 (Mather et al., 2015) .
An aging population requires specific care as older adults are at high risk for debilitating and costly mental and physical health problems such as depression, social isolation, substance abuse, and a lack of physical activity-issues with serious health, justice, and economic implications (U of Rochester Medical Center, 2013) . There are numerous ways to remedy the physical and psychological effects of aging (e.g. enhanced medical care, immunizations, counseling), but one readily available preventative approach is often overlooked.
Use of park spaces is linked to numerous social, physical, and mental health benefits for all users, particularly older adults (H. Tinsley, D. Tinsley, & Croskeys, 2002; Fisher, Li, Michael, & Cleveland, 2004; Li, Fisher, Brownson, & Bosworth, 2005) . Studies reveal that people who use parks tend to be more socially engaged and physically active (Godbey & Blazey, 1983 ; BedimoRung, Mowen, & Cohen, 2005) . Parks offer opportunities for physical activity (Orsega-Smith, Mowen, Payne, & Godbey, 2004; Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005) , which can decrease high blood pressure, and reduce the risk for heart disease, diabetes, and obesity (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2013) . Exercise in parks increases reported self-esteem and satisfaction (Blumenthal et al., 1999) . Walking is a particularly favored park activity among older park users (Neal and DeLaTorre, 2009; Cohen et al. 2016) . Older adults with greater access to parks are more likely to walk for exercise (Li et al., 2005) and perceive themselves as healthier than those with less access (Payne, OrsegaSmith, Roy, & Godbey, 2005) . Walking has been shown to increase lifespan, decrease stroke risk, and prevent colon cancer, osteoporosis, impotence, and constipation (American Association of Retired Persons, 2007) . Park visitation has also been linked to decreased stress (Hull & Michael, 1995; Rodiek 2002; Orsega-Smith et al., 2004) , enhanced positive mood (Godbey & Blazey, 1983; Orsega-Smith et al., 2004) , decreased levels of cortisol (Rodiek, 2002) and anxiety (Rodiek, 2002; Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005) . Babyak et al. (2000) and Hume (2001) report that outdoor activity is more effective at preventing a major depressive disorder relapse in older adults, than is Sertraline, a medication used to treat depression. Among older adults with dementia, 7 being outdoors in parks and public spaces decreases the likelihood of violent episodes (Mooney & Nicell, 1992 ). Yet, visitation trends indicate that park use in the U.S. is on the decline, particularly among older adults (Payne, Mowen, & Orsega-Smith, 2002; Payne et al., 2005; Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005) . Cohen et al.'s (2016) study of 174 neighborhood parks in 25 major cities notes that people 60 years of age and older represent 20 percent of the U.S. population, but make up just four percent of park visitors.
The present research seeks to explore possible reasons for limited park use among older adults by evaluating park use, satisfaction, and access among older adults in the Greater Williamsburg Area. Results provided an overview of park use and preferences by older adults in the studied area, while highlighting broadly applicable insights into motivations for and barriers to park use, as well as fruitful approaches to increasing park visitation by an aging population.
Specifically, the present study explores the following research questions:
1. What proportion of area older adults frequent local parks? 2. How do older adults use local parks with respect to frequency, social context, means of transportation, and times of the day and week? 3. What are the features of the most and least visited parks by older adults? 4. How satisfied are older adults with the local park system? 5. What are the key motivations for and barriers to park use by older adults? 6. What changes do respondents suggest to make local parks more senior-friendly? 7. Are there socioeconomic differences in park use, satisfaction, and access?
Our results help to paint a clearer picture of how parks are or are not meeting the needs of older adults, and what improvements can be made to make city parks more accessible, desirable, equitable, and suited to an aging population.
Review of Literature

Theoretical Foundations
The present study applies three relevant theoretical lenses to better understand the needs and preferences of older adults with respect to local public parks.
Person-in-environment theory recognizes that people are not isolated entities, but are constantly interacting with their social, environmental, physical, and cultural environment (National Association of Social Workers, 2018). These interactions impact their health and well-being. Considering the wealth of literature connecting park use to mental and physical health, the health of older adults is, in part, impacted by their accessibility to quality, safe, and welcoming public parks. Environmental justice perspectives hold that environmental 'goods,' such as public parks, should be equitably distributed across a region . Environmental justice also goes beyond spatial distribution to consider the importance of recognition, capabilities, and participation. Considering this perspective, park managers should explicitly recognize and support the needs and preferences of older adults, especially those from underrepresented groups, including racial minorities and those with mental and physical disabilities (Scholosberg, 2007) .
Finally, life span developmental psychology reflects an understanding that people continually evolve over their lifespan, and that their needs and preferences change with each stage of life (Baltes, Lindenberger, & Staudinger, 2006) . Teenagers, parents with children, and seniors have very different needs and preferences with respect to park spaces. A model park system would support the needs and preferences of each of these populations.
Specific to our population of interest, as people age, they are increasingly likely to experience major social changes, such as the death of a spouse, friends, and other relatives, loss of work-based interactions and prestige, and fixed and/or reduced income (Carstens, 1993) . These changes increase risks for depression and low levels of physical activity, in part due to limited opportunities for socialization, exercise, and restorative exposure to nature and the outdoors (Kaplan, 1995; Glass, De Leon, Bassuk, & Berkman, 2006; Richard, Gauvin, Gosselin, & LaForest, 2009) . Older adults also undergo major physiological and psychological changes associated with aging (Carstens, 1993) . Specifically, aging degrades sensorimotor functions, mobility, and mental capacity, which may inhibit social interaction (Richard et al., 2009 ) and physical activity (Prohaska et al., 2009) . Mental decline, common to the process of aging, increases the stress of going outdoors and interacting socially (Glass & Balfour, 2003; Prohaska et al., 2009 ). Age-induced vision loss affects the ability to see colors and details, while inhibiting perception of space and motion. Loss of hearing, touch, taste, and smell, reduces one's ability to communicate, walk with ease, and adjust to light, sound, and temperature. Slowed reaction time exacerbates challenges with mobility and adjusting to new environments and spaces. A person over 70 has approximately half the strength of a thirty-yearold. Such muscular decline inhibits walking and general mobility and makes older adults more prone to accidents (Carstens, 1993) . Likewise, chronic diseases, such as arthritis, heart problems, incontinence, and asthma, may inhibit mobility and reduce the length of time older adults can recreate in a park (Annear, Cushman, & Gidlow, 2009; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2013) . Decreased mobility, susceptibility to injury, and sensory losses must be considered when designing public spaces to accommodate older adults. For example, older adults require smoothly paved pathways, so they can walk without the risk of tripping or aggravating existing injuries (Alves et al., 2008 ).
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Proximity
Across demographic groups, proximity to parkland promotes park use, while distance discourages use (Cohen et al., 2006; Kaczynski & Henderson, 2007; Mowen, Orsega-Smith, Payne, Ainsworth, & Godbey, 2007; Nagel, Carlson, Bosworth, & Michael 2008; Moore et al., 2010) . Cohen et al. (2006) determined that residents within one mile of a park are approximately 30% more likely to visit that park than residents one to two miles away. Specifically, among older adults, Richard et al. (2009) found that those living within five minutes of a park are significantly more likely to visit these spaces than those beyond this threshold. Self-perceived health of older adults also seems to be correlated with proximity to parks (Mowen et al., 2007) . Additionally, proximity to more than one park space multiplies the benefits to nearby residents. Walking activity by older adults has been positively correlated with the size and number of parks, paths, and trails in their neighborhood (Fisher et al., 2004; Li et al., 2005) . According to Kaczynski, Potwarka, Smale, and Havitz (2009) , the likelihood of engaging in 150 minutes or more of weekly physical activity increased 18% by each additional park space, and 2% by each additional hectare.
Park Facilities and Features
Older adults show a preference for clean parks with functioning and accessible restrooms, ample rest areas (e.g. benches along paths), smooth pavement, wide paths, elevators, ramps, and safe walkways (World Health Organization, 2007; Alves et al., 2008; Twigg & Martin., 2015) . Other features recommended for the comfort of older adults in public spaces include movable furniture (which allows for personalization of space), semi-private spaces, accessibility to public transportation, and choice and variety in activities (Carstens, 1993) . Certain features are particularly comforting to older adults with dementia; these include shade, seating, a sense of enclosure, view of greenery, smooth paved trails, and zones that make the transition from outdoors to indoors easier (Chalfont & Rodiek, 2005) .
Older adults primarily use parks for exercise, social activity, and to connect with nature (Godbey & Blazey, 1983; Sperazza & Banerjee, 2010) . This population demonstrates a preference for walking on paths (Neal & DeLaTorre, 2009; Reed, Price, Grost, & Mantinan 2012; Besenyi, Kaczynski, Wilhelm Stanis, & Vaughan 2013) , playing tennis (Howard & Crompton, 1984; Cohen et al., 2006; Besenyi et al., 2013) , and socializing with family and friends (Godbey & Blazey, 1983; Kweon, Sullivan, & Wiley 1998; Sperazza & Banerjee, 2010) . According to Cohen et al. (2006) , older park users are more likely to be found on tennis courts, tracks, or senior centers. Activities such as chess, checkers and birdwatching in parks were shown to be very popular among older citizens by Neal and DeLaTorre (2009) and Yang, Kim, and Lee (2012) . In a study of 278 older adults in Ohio, 81% reported a preference for nature-based activities over organized recreation (Payne et al., 2002) . Similarly, Alves et al. (2008) found 10 Recreation, Parks, and Tourism in Public Health • Vol. 2 • 2018 that older adults preferred parks with wildlife to observe and an abundance of plants and trees. Across all park users, programs and planned activities encourage park use and energy expenditure (Cohen et al., 2006; .
Patterns of Park Use
Despite the strong evidence for the physical and psychological health benefits of park use, park visitation is on the decline across all demographic segments-with older adults among the least frequent users (Payne et al., 2002; Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Cohen et al., 2006; Reed et al., 2012) . Findings from Cohen et al.'s (2016) First National Study of Neighborhood Parks, reveal that although adults aged 60 or older represent some 20% of the national population, they make up only 4% of observed park users. Payne et al. (2002) find that age is the strongest predictor of park visitation, followed by race. Survey results from Payne et al. (2002) revealed that 28 percent of Blacks, 16 percent of Whites, and 28 percent of older adults did not visit a park in the previous 12 months.
Older visitors who do use parks, tend to do so in a routine manner, partaking in the same activity, for the same duration, at the same time each day, and on regularly scheduled days (Godbey & Blazey, 1983) . The most common times are the morning and early afternoon (Godbey & Blazey, 1983; Cohen et al., 2006) , with no preference for either weekends or weekdays (Godbey & Blazey, 1983) . In a study of older park users in Cleveland, over 90% traveled to the park by car, while the remainder walked, took the bus, or rode a bike (Payne et al., 2005) .
Research indicates that older adults prefer recreating in parks with companions, being much less likely to go to a park if their friends or family members are unwilling to join them (Booth, Owen, Bauman, Clavisi, & Leslie 2000; Annear et al., 2009 ). In Payne et al.'s (2005) study in Cleveland, nearly half (48%) of park users visited with family, followed by going alone (21%) or with friends (18.4%), while 8.5% visited with a combination of friends and family.
Barriers to Park Use
Use of parks by older adults is deterred by inclement weather, nuisances, traffic, and a real or perceived lack of safety and park maintenance. Park safety is a product of multiple factors, including the propensity for crime in the park and the neighborhood, as well as the ability for visitors to safely navigate the park via smooth walking paths and safe crosswalks. Some studies have concluded that lack of actual or perceived safety deters park use (Gómez, Johnson, Selva, & Sallis, 2004; Molnar, Gortmaker, Bull, & Buka 2004; Babey, Brown, & Hastert 2005; McCormack, Rock, Toohey, & Hignell, 2010) , while others have failed to find this negative correlation with visiting parks (Cohen et al., 2010; or partaking in outdoor physical activity, more generally (Humpel, Owen, & Leslie, 2002) . Cohen et al. (2010) suggest that "perceiving a park as safe may not necessarily facilitate use," but an unsafe park may still be a deterrent to park usage. Parra et al. (2010) found that older adults who deemed walkways and crosswalks to parks to be safe, spent more time in parks and were healthier than those who found parks to be unsafe.
Older users are less apt to frequent parks with unkempt vegetation, steep gradients on pavement, drainage grooves that obstruct trails, an unclear separation between bike and walking paths, and inadequate lighting (Wennberg, Hydén, & Ståhl 2010) . Parks with hills make it difficult for older adults to navigate paths, which limits their access to park facilities (Neal & DeLaTorre, 2009 ). Humpel et al. (2002) and Cohen et al. (2016) found that weather is not strongly associated with physical activity or park use among adults in general, but Neal and DeLaTorre (2009) found that rainy and cold weather negatively impacts general outdoor physical activity in older adults. Older adults are especially sensitive to perceived nuisances in parks, and this impacts the duration and frequency of their visits. These nuisances include the presence of dog feces, graffiti, loitering teens, and smokers (World Health Organization, 2007; Alves et al., 2008) . A concentration of young people in a neighborhood may also deter visits (Moore et al., 2010) , as does overcrowding, which Chow (2013) rated as the number one deterrent to park usage by older citizens. Finally, Annear et al. (2009) determined that high levels of traffic often deterred older citizens from spending time in parks.
Socioeconomic Status: Race, Gender, and Income
Just as park facilities and landscape features can impact park use, broader societal interplays of socioeconomic factors like race, gender, and income are shown to encourage or inhibit park use. Few studies that address socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of park users make any mention of older adults or seniors. Some researchers have determined that in general, impoverished communities or those dominated by racial minorities have lower access to green space (Wolch, Wilson, & Fehrenbach, 2005; Dai, 2011) , public parks (Abercrombie et al., 2008) , and parks funding (Wolch et al., 2005; JoassartMarcelli, 2010) . Cutts et al. (2009) find low-income and minority residents have better proximity to parks, but that these parks encompass less acreage. According to Tinsley et al. (2002) , Caucasians have the highest chance of visiting local parks and the closest proximity to local parks, two factors that are highly correlated (Mowen et al., 2007; Li et al., 2008) . Neighborhood poverty levels were not a significant predictor of park use according to Cohen et al. (2010 Cohen et al. ( , 2013 . Reed et al. (2012) and Payne et al. (2002) observed a higher number of racial and ethnic minorities using parks than population proportions would suggest, while others (Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Cohen et al., 2010) noted that African-Americans are less likely to use parks. Vigorous physical activity at parks is common among African-Americans (Floyd, Spengler, Maddock, Gobster, & Suau 2008; Larson, Whiting, & Green 2012 ), yet other research has determined that Blacks are less 12 Recreation, Parks, and Tourism in Public Health • Vol. 2 • 2018 likely than Whites to report exercising in a park (Derose, Han, Williamson, Cohen, & RAND Corporation, 2015) . African-Americans are more likely to prefer social activities with family and friend groups, while Whites prefer solitary activity (Tierney, Dahl, & Chavez, 2001; Gobster, 2002; Ho et al., 2005) . Physical activity in minority neighborhoods seems to vary by region. For example, in Chicago, IL, the highest energy expenditure at parks was found in African-American neighborhoods, while in Tampa, FL, Hispanic neighborhoods (as opposed to White or Black neighborhoods) had the highest energy-expenditure in parks (Floyd et al., 2008) . Socializing during physical activity is more common among female older adults, while male older adults are more likely to treat recreation as a time for psychological improvement (Sperazza & Banerjee, 2010) . Fisher et al. (2004) found the highest rates of walking among older adults (in neighborhoods and green spaces) correlated with a higher density of older adults, Caucasians, and lower income residents in an area.
Despite the wealth of data on park use, significant gaps remain that this study aims to address. First, in most studies on park use, older adults and seniors constitute a small subset of the overall analysis. For the present study, the scholarly literature was combed for references to this often-neglected population, and the survey design, analysis, and final recommendations are tailored specifically to older adults and their unique needs and preferences. Second, the American population is aging, but as noted by Cohen et al. (2016) , the proportion of older adults using parks is well below average. As previous literature relies predominantly on observational and spatial analysis, the precise barriers to park use among older adult's remains poorly understood. To shed light on this pattern, this study applied survey analysis to identify physical and psychological barriers to park use, as well as reveal the preferences and perspectives of both park users and non-users. Third, few studies that address socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of park users specifically evaluate older adults, but instead address low-income or populations of color as a whole. Given the distinct needs and preferences of older adults, this reflects a significant gap in the literature. As such, an environmental justice lens was applied to specifically evaluate how lower income and older adults of color perceive local parks, clarifying who is unsatisfied with local parks and why. In addition, most of the studies on park use are conducted in large urban areas, while this analysis focuses on a medium-sized town with a proportionately large, and growing number of older adults. This also reflects an area of research need, given current trends towards increased poverty and diversity in smaller towns and suburbs (Kneebone & Berube, 2013) . Finally, the results of this analysis are contextualized within the existing literature and organized in the development of practical, relevant, and actionable steps for making parks more senior-friendly. To aid in their application, the steps are crafted specifically for park designers, managers, other interested stakeholders, and decision-makers. 
Survey
A cross-sectional survey was deployed in the Greater Williamsburg Area (GWA), Virginia, to evaluate local park use, satisfaction, and access by residents 50 years of age or older. The Greater Williamsburg Area (GWA) is comprised of the City of Williamsburg, James City County, and Upper York County, on the East Coast of the United States. The Senior Services Coalition (2012) projects that by 2030, one in three residents in the GWA will be 60 years or older. There are over 40 parks in the region, from half acre neighborhood playgrounds to 2000+ acre, high-amenity parks including Waller Mill and York River.
The 51-question survey included multiple choice, short answer, and Likert scale statements. The survey items were specifically developed for the present study, to address the study questions among the local older adult population. Demographic information was collected for age, gender, tenure in the area, income, ethnicity, education, and retirement and disability status. Additional questions evaluated how older adults use and travel to area parks, as well as which parks they frequent and when. The twenty-five Likert statements were designed to reveal perceptions, preferences, and motivations for park use and potential barriers. The first seven Likert questions were positively worded (e.g. "being in parks is relaxing"), and the final 18 statements were negatively worded (e.g., "parks don't offer my desired amenities/facilities"). Five response options were provided: strongly agree, somewhat agree, neutral/no opinion, somewhat disagree, and strongly disagree.
In collaboration with Dr. Christine Jensen, Director of Health Services Research at the Riverside Center for Excellence in Aging and Lifelong Health, the survey was distributed online and in a hard copy format via multiple outlets to collect responses from a diverse sample of older adults in the GWA. Over the course of four months (February 2014-June 2014), paper surveys and links to the online survey were distributed to older adults via community leaders at the Senior Services Coalition of Greater Williamsburg, six area churches and faith groups, support groups, and local independent living, assisted living, and nursing care communities. The aim of the sampling approach was to gather responses from a range of geographic, socio-economic, physical, and cultural contexts across the Greater Williamsburg Area.
Statistical Analysis
A total of 109 adults completed the survey and responses were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. conducted. The Mantel-Haenszel chi-square tested for differences in trends across the Likert-scaled responses to agreement questions. Comparisons were run for ethnicity (White vs. Black), frequency of use (people who visited parks daily or weekly vs. those who visited parks monthly, yearly, or never), and income level (under $50,000 vs. $50,000 and above).
Results
Demographics
The survey sample population (n = 109) ranges from 50 to 90 years old, with an average age of 65.3 (SD 8.8) ( Table 1 ). Most respondents (42.2%) are between 60-69 years of age, and the remaining 57.8 percent are nearly evenly split between the older (70-90, 28.4%) and younger (50-59, 29.4%) age groupings. The population is primarily White (74.3% White, 23.9% Black, 1.8% American Indian/Alaskan Native), and female (68.8%). Nearly 57 percent have earned at least a college degree, and 52.3% have an annual household income of $50,000 or more. Over half of the population is retired (61.5 %) and 28.4% are disabled. Many of the respondents have lived in the Greater Williamsburg Area for 10 years or more (67.9%), while 38.5 percent have been in the area over 20 years, and 2.8 percent less than 1 year. 
(Cont'd)
Data for the exact specifications of our sample population is not available, yet to offer some benchmark, we compared the demographic characteristics of our sample population (50+ from the Greater Williamsburg Area), to those 65+ in the City of Williamsburg and James City County (which comprises most of the GWA). Income, retirement, and tenure data were not available for the region. Compared to James City County and the City of Williamsburg, our sample population included more women and Black respondents, and was slightly more educated and had higher incomes (see Table 2 ). As such, readers should be cautious when seeking to generalize the results of this study to all residents of the Greater Williamsburg Area. Several survey questions were summarized to understand what proportion of our sample population visits local parks, and how they use local parks with respect to frequency, social context, means of transportation, and times of the day and week (see Table 3 ). Of the sample, 91.7% reported visiting one or more parks in the Greater Williamsburg Area, at some point. Nearly 80% visited at least one park in the previous year, leaving some 20% who reported no visitation. A third of respondents visited an area park 1-3 times a month and 22% visited daily or weekly. Nearly half the participants (47.7%) visited parks three times a year or less. Of those who had not visited a park within a year of completing the survey, 13.8% are female, 6.4% male, 11.9% are White, 6.4% Black, and 1.8% are American Indian/Alaskan natives. Most park users visit with their spouse/romantic partner (39%) or alone (31%). Twenty percent reported visiting with friends, while visitation with a church or other social group was the least chosen option (6%). Most respondents (67.9%) travel to parks by car, 5.5% walk, 4.6% bike, and 0.9% ride public transportation. A few people noted that they travel by both car and public transportation (n = 3, 2.6%) and one both walks and drives. The sample population is most likely to visit parks in the afternoon (39.4%) or the morning (26.6%), but results do not indicate a preference for weekdays versus weekends. Godbey (1983) , found that the elderly would most likely visit a park in the late morning, as opposed to any other time; yet this varied considerably by city: Atlanta (52%), Boston (14%), Chicago (38%), Houston (15%), San Francisco (19%).
To evaluate which local parks were most and least used by older adults, the survey was analyzed by asking the question, "In the last year, which public, outdoor parks did you visit? (Check all that apply)." This question included an option to write in parks that were not included in the checklist of 30 local park spaces. Freedom Park was the most visited by the sample, followed by Waller Mill, Mid County, and Jamestown Beach Parks (see Table 4 
The two most visited parks were both large, high-amenity parks. Sixhundred-acre Freedom Park contains more than 20 miles of mountain bike trails, two miles of multi-use trails, and a one-mile paved ADA accessible trail. The park has an interpretive center, botanical garden, playground, picnic areas, restrooms, historical sites, interpretive signage, and provides opportunities for wildlife viewing. Waller Mill Park is over 2700 acres, and supports boating, hiking, disc golf, fishing, and picnicking. The park also contains ball fields, restrooms, and the area's only public dog park.
The parks visited by one respondent or less included three small community parks (Geddy Park, Strawberry Plains Community Park, and Wales Community Park), trail areas outside of a major indoor sports complex (Warhill), as well as two areas that are not technically parks, but roadways, including the Colonial Parkway and loop road around historic Jamestown Island.
Satisfaction with Local Parks
Overall, survey findings reflect a high satisfaction with the local park system. Respondents found area parks to be relaxing (88%), enjoyable to visit (85%), and comfortable (83%). Over 82% indicated that being in a park made them happy and lifted their spirits. In response to the question, "Overall, how satisfied are you with the parks in the Greater Williamsburg Area?," over 79% were satisfied and 55% were "very satisfied."
Motivations for Park Use
Survey results revealed park visitation among the sample was primarily motivated by a desire to be outside or exercise in some manner. Of the 87 respondents who visited parks in the previous year, the top reasons for visitation were to enjoy the outdoors (38.5%), for fitness and exercise (34.9%), to enjoy nature (33.9%), and to walk (33%) (see Table 5 ). Nearly a quarter of respondents reported frequenting parks to attend festivals or other community events (24.8%) or to be near water (24.8%). Nineteen percent of park users 
Barriers to Park Use
The survey investigated potential deterrents to park use in older adults. Results highlight four key barriers to park use: lack of information, poor accessibility, fees, and fear of crime. Nearly 35% of the sample was, to some degree, unclear where parks were located and 25% disagree that they were "very familiar with local parks.
" Answers to open-ended questions included requests for more accessible information about park locations, events, amenities, and services via a user-friendly website or newspaper listings. One respondent said they would visit parks more if they knew more about where they were and what services they provided, noting "Although I've lived in the area for greater than 20 years, some of the park names were unknown to me." Another participant wrote, "I've looked online several times for a schedule of park events...can't find it. I just happen onto activities." Supporting these findings, onsite marketing was found to be a major predictor of park use by Cohen et al. (2016) . Highlighting another potential deterrent to visitation, 17% claimed accessibility and/or mobility issues hampered their use of parks, specifically poor health, impaired mobility in and around parks, inadequate transportation, and lack of parks (particularly "nice" parks) near their home. In the free responses, there were requests for more handicap parking, activities for people in wheelchairs, handicap accessible sidewalks, trails, bathrooms, and a plea to make parks "accessible to all, no barriers for those with physical limitations." Free responses also appealed for improved public transportation to parks, extended hours, and safe, accessible bicycle and walking paths to parks. Nonetheless, the sample indicated that park proximity was not a deterrent to visitation, disagreeing highly with the statement that "there are no nearby parks."
Less than 18% reported feeling they "don't have enough money to go to parks," however, prohibitive fees were highlighted as an issue in visiting certain parks in the free responses. One participant noted "we have never gone back to Waller Mill after the cost became prohibitive . . . Ditto York River," and another "don't charge for parking (used to go to Waller Mill frequently, and wish I could afford York River State Park)."
An analysis of two Likert questions revealed a connection between comfort in parks and fear of crime. A significant negative relationship was found between "I feel comfortable in local parks" and "I am afraid of crime in local parks" (rho = -.359, p < .001), indicating that those who were more likely to report discomfort were also more likely to agree that they were afraid of crime in local parks. Yet, overall the sample indicated that three common barriers to park use were not an issue in the GWA, disagreeing most (77-78%) with statements that area parks are "not for people my age," that there are no nearby parks, and that strangers deterred their use of parks. Some of the results on barriers to park use by older adults echo those found by previous research, with this study also uncovering some unique deterrents. With respect to information at hand, we were unable to identify another study reporting a lack of information about or familiarity with parks to be a barrier to use, though Cohen et al. (2016) do note the need for more marketing of parks to seniors. Regarding accessibility, scholars have found major barriers to include distance (Moore 2010) , lack of restrooms and places to sit (World Health Organization, 2007; Twigg & Martin, 2015) , obstructed walkways, lack of sufficient lighting or shelters (Twigg & Martin, 2015) , and insufficient parking for cars or bikes (Neal & DeLaTorre, 2009) . Park proximity impacted physical activity in a study by Nagel et al. (2008) , wherein older adults who lived close to the parks were much more likely to participate in outdoor walking on a regular basis as opposed to those who did not live close to a park or a green space. Strath, Isaacs, & Greenwald. (2007) , also found that fear of crime limited park use by older adults, especially among women.
Making Parks More Senior-Friendly
Eighty-four people provided answers to the question: "Of the improvements you would like to see in local parks, which TWO are most important to you?" (see Table 6 ). Answers reflected a desire for overall enhanced accessibility, natural areas, and amenities to facilitate park use and physical activity. The most common requests were for accessible walking paths and sidewalks (24.8%); an increase in better, cleaner, and accessible bathrooms (22.9%), security & lighting (11.9%), benches (11%), and wild natural areas (9.2%). Four to seven respondents each requested sport courts (particularly for pickleball), dog parks, events, nature education, drinking fountains, swimming pools, and opportunities for nature education. One respondent commented that parks are designed for younger people, and do not meet the needs and interests of active older adults, noting that the features that would make them visit parks more include "Sports facilities-shuffleboard, tables with checkerboard, etc. courts for pickleball, area for tai chi, yoga etc. So many parks are baseball and soccer fields. Would like areas for active 'older' people." These results parallel findings by Cohen et al.'s (2016) national study of neighborhood parks, which determined that parks in the United States are predominantly designed for younger people, rather than older adults who need exercise. Authors recommended more programming for older adults, as well as an increase in facilities that facilitate physical activity by this population, namely: more walking loops, gymnasiums, fitness zones, and exercise areas. The results in this study also suggest a need to more carefully consider park accessibility, and provide supporting park amenities such as bathrooms, natural areas, security, and seating, as noted by previous relevant research (Carstens, 1993; World Health Organization, 2007; Alves et al., 2008; Twigg & Martin, 2015; Cohen et al., 2016) 
Subset Analyses
Subset analyses were conducted on income, ethnicity, and frequent versus infrequent users to identify potential socio-economic differences in park use, satisfaction, and access.
Income
Of the 109 survey respondents, 52 (47.7%) reported annual incomes below $50,000, and 57 (52.3%) reported incomes of $50,000 or above. Those with higher incomes were significantly more likely to agree with the statements "Being in parks makes me happy, lifts my spirits" (p = .001); "Being in parks is relaxing" (p = .004); and "Local parks are well-maintained" (p = .010). On the other hand, compared with those whose incomes were under $50,000, high income respondents were more apt to disagree with the statements, "I don't feel welcome in local parks" (p = .009); "There are no nice parks near my home" (p = .009); "Parks don't offer my desired amenities/facilities" (p = .010); "Local parks are too crowded" (p = .002); and "I don't go to parks because I don't like to be around strangers" (p < .001). Respondents with lower incomes tended to agree more that they were afraid of crime in local parks (p = .003) and that they don't know anyone who uses the local parks (p = .010). Those with lower incomes also found mobility in parks (p < .001) and transportation to parks (p = .002) more challenging, most likely because a higher proportion of those with lower incomes were disabled (48% compared to 10.5% of those making $50,000 or more per year; p < .001). Cohen et al. (2016) found that parks in high-poverty neighborhoods tended to be smaller and be less visited by older adults. Authors concluded this was due to fewer supervised activities and less marketing in these areas. The results in this study highlight some other possible reasons for these patterns, namely that park visitation by low-income residents (presumably who live in high-poverty neighborhoods) may be hindered by fear of crime, as well as challenges with mobility to, and inside, parks.
Ethnicity
Given the statistically insufficient number of other minorities, the following paragraph reports on a comparison of Black and White respondents using Pearson chi-square for dichotomous comparisons and Mantel Haenszel trend tests for differences on Likert-scaled responses. Black respondents displayed different preferences and perceptions as compared to their White counterparts. Blacks in the sample population were significantly more likely to be lower income (80% made less than $50,000 compared to 37% for Whites, p < .001) and disabled (54% were disabled compared to only 18.5% of Whites; p < .001).
Whites were more likely to report that being in parks "makes me happy, lifts my spirits," (p = .001) and that they feel comfortable in local parks (p = .002). Black respondents are much more likely to prefer using indoor facilities (p < .001) and to report being afraid of crime in local parks (p < .001). Black respondents also reported finding mobility around and inside parks more difficult (p = .001), most likely because a larger proportion of the Blacks were disabled. While both ethnicities tended to disagree with the statements "I don't feel welcome in local parks" and "I don't go to parks because I don't like being around strangers", White respondents tended to disagree more with these statements (p = .002 and p = .001 respectively). White respondents were more likely to visit parks with spouses or romantic partners than Blacks (p < .001). Most of the Black respondents reported bringing children or grandchildren as a reason for visiting parks (p = .027), whereas Whites were more likely to give walking (p = .001) and enjoying nature (p = .005) as reasons to visit.
Although not statistically significant, several other results are relevant to this research and point to potentially fruitful avenues for further inquiry. There is no statistical difference between Black and White respondents with respect to several pertinent measures (however, a larger Black sample size may have yielded more significant results). Compared to Whites, on average, Black respondents were more likely to report that they don't know people (particularly people their age) who use local parks and that they don't have enough money and/or time to go to parks. They were also more likely to feel parks do not offer their desired amenities, transportation to parks is difficult, and that there are no parks (or nice parks) near their home. Black respondents did, however, tend to feel park proximity influenced where they rent/own and that they were familiar with local parks. White respondents were more likely to report that being in parks is relaxing and enjoyable. Byrne and Wolch (2009) caution that patterns of park use by different groups must be carefully interpreted, as these patterns are a product, not only of the socio-demographic characteristics of users (and non-users), but also of broader social, political, and historical drivers. These drivers include the political, social, historical, and economic context of park spaces; park amenities and environmental characteristics (e.g. landscaping, facilities, surrounding land uses); as well as differing perceptions (with regards to accessibility, safety, and convenience). Certainly, the results indicate differing perceptions between the White and Black respondents, as well as perceived inequities with respect to proximity of nice parks, viable transportation options, desired amenities, sufficient time and money.
Frequent versus Infrequent Users
There are significant differences between frequent park users (those who visit daily or weekly, 22%) and infrequent users (those who visit monthly, yearly, or less, n = 78%). Frequent users are more likely to be higher income (p = .003) and are more likely to visit parks by themselves (p = .013). In terms of activities, frequent users tend to use parks more for athletic purposes (p < .001). Infrequent users were more apt to agree with the statement "Not enough people my age use area parks" (p = .004).
Frequent users may be frequent simply by the nature of their activities (people who birdwatch or run may visit parks regularly for these purposes). However, perhaps the causality is reversed, and nature and fitness-related activities are more common among frequent users because the parks are better suited for exercise and nature appreciation. Frequent users are more likely to be satisfied overall (p < .001), supporting the hypothesis that frequent users may be so because they are better served.
Discussion
Implications
The purpose of the present study was to enhance understanding of park use, access, and satisfaction by older adults, with a case study in the Greater Williamsburg Area. The results indicate that the sample is generally satisfied with area parks. Nearly 80% of respondents are satisfied or very satisfied with the park system. However, park use among older adults is limited in this population. Although over 90 percent of respondents said they have, at some point, visited a park in the Greater Williamsburg Area, only a fifth are regularly going to parks. Almost half of respondents (47.7%) visited a park three times a year or less, and over 20 percent did not go to a park even one time, in the previous year. Also, the death of companions (common in aging groups; Carstens, 1993) may reduce park use as residents grow older, given that nearly half of park visitors in the survey go with friends or a romantic partner/spouse.
Our data also reveal inequities with respect to park access and satisfaction. People with higher incomes found parks significantly more enjoyable and relaxing, well-maintained, and welcoming than those with annual incomes below $50,000. Wealthier respondents were also more likely to be White and tended to disagree that there were no good parks near their homes. The lowincome portion of the sample was primarily Black, and significantly more likely to be afraid of crime in parks and tended to have issues with transportation and mobility, perhaps given that nearly half are disabled. They were also most likely to be infrequent users of area parks. Black respondents were more likely to visit parks with children or grandchildren, whereas Whites were more likely to walk and enjoy nature.
Limitations
Some results of this study must be carefully interpreted. Since it is unknown if the sample population was randomly spatially distributed, it is possible that findings related to favored park spaces reflect proximity, rather than preference. That is, people are more likely to frequent parks closest to their home (Cohen et al., 2006; Kaczynski & Henderson, 2007; Mowen et al., 2007; Nagel et al., 2008; Moore et al., 2010) . With that being said, previous research does support the finding that large, high-amenity parks (like those preferred by the survey respondents) are more desired and used more frequently than smaller, lowamenity parks, because they support a variety of uses, for a variety of users and preferences (Low, Taplin, & Scheld, 2005; Ibes, 2014; Cohen et al., 2016) . Second, an accurate response rate for the survey cannot be calculated, given that it was distributed primarily online, accessible via a link included on flyers, social media (Facebook), and in email communications. In addition, there is no valid source of data on the exact population of persons aged 55 and older in the Greater Williamsburg Area, which includes the City of Williamsburg, James City County, and the upper regions of York County. For these reasons, the readers should be cautious in generalizing and interpreting the results. To mitigate these weaknesses, the report was evaluated within the context of a rich review of literature in the field of parks and recreation, specifically in relation to older adults, when possible.
Increasing Use of Parks by Older Adults
Environmental justice and person-in-environment perspectives urge park and city planners, managers, and citizens to recognize the importance of quality, equitable public parks to the mental and physical health and well-being of our aging populations. In addition, Lifespan Developmental Theory reminds us that as people age, their needs and preferences change and evolve. The present study suggests the Greater Williamsburg Area is, in many respects, supporting these tenets, but that there are still significant opportunities to improve the equity and accessibility of area parks for our aging population. What's more, the lessons that were learned are valuable considerations for other towns and cities seeking to become more age-friendly. Informed by the findings of the present study and supported by additional relevant research, this study concludes with a list of eight actionable steps to attract older adults to park spaces, increase the equity of access, and facilitate longer, more enjoyable and physically active visits.
1. Enhance outdoor, nature engagement-create more natural/wild areas, plant trees, and provide additional opportunities for wildlife viewing and nature education. 2. Facilitate physical activity-more walking paths, sport courts, swimming pools. 3. Enhance accessibility-bathrooms (more, accessible, clean), benches, security and lights, handicap accessible walkways and trails, public transportation options, elder discounts, extended park hours, and safe bike/walk paths to parks. 4. Information-utilize multiple outlets (newspaper, internet, paper maps/ mailings) to communicate information about park locations, amenities, and events. Visit senior facilities to educate residents about nearby park spaces. 5. Facilitate general park use-more dog parks, supervised activities and events (in morning or afternoon), picnic tables, camping, and play equipment for children/grandchildren. To address the apparent inequities of access to parks, the following is recommend:
6. Increase accessibility in and around parks by updating parks according to the latest Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, and providing safe, accessible walkways to parks from low-income developments and senior living facilities. 7. Conduct geographic research to identify "Park Deserts," or areas where there are insufficient or inadequate park spaces. Develop and enhance parks in Park Deserts. 8. Conduct surveys in low-income areas to determine how to better serve the park needs and preferences of these populations.
Conclusions
The These standards reflect many of the concerns and desires of the survey respondents, including the desire for safe, clean parks with accessible sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian infrastructure; affordable public transportation options; and accessible information and resources to promote active living. Authors note the necessity for older adults to continue to be active, involved, engaged, and respected members of our communities through the provisioning of quality public space. Improving and maintaining civic space is a benefit to an entire community but is particularly beneficial for the health and well-being of our aging population.
